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Overseeing of C.I.A. by Congress
Has Produced Decade of Support

The following article is based on reporting by Stephen Engelberg and Leslie

H. Gelb and was written by Mr. Gelb.
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WASHINGTON, July 6 — Despite
some highly public skirmishes over the
last decade, Congressional committees J
that oversee the Central Intelligence
Agency have provided almost unbro-
ken support for the agency and other
intelligence activities, according to
past and present committee members

_and Reagan Administration officials.

“The.C.I.A. got what it wanted,’’ saidH
Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan,
Democrat of New York, who was vice
chairman of the Senate Inteiligence
Committee until his eight-year mem-

ended two years ago.

“Like other legislative committees,
ours came to be an advocate for the
agency it was overseeing,” Mr. Moyni-
han added, reflecting the views of most
of his colleagues.

Questioning the Future

The Senate committee celebrated its
10th anniversary last month with some.
members of Congress and the Adminis-
tration questioning the future of the
relationship. Some were calling for th
House and Senate to put together a
smaller, single oversight panel while
others were suggesting that the two
committees should have the power-to
block major covert, paramilitary ac-
tions like the decision to aid the Ango-
lan rebels.

But Administration officials and
members of the committees alike ex-
pect few changes in the oversight pro-
cess. The current friction, they say,
belies a broader, established pattern of
cooperation by Congress with the intel-
ligence activities of the executive
branch. -

Over the last decade, for 2xample,
the Senate and House oversight com-
mittees have pushed through Congress
a tripling of the overall intelligence
budget to its present level of about $25
billion. Almost all this rise has been for
intelligence collection and analysis.

Covert Actions on the Rise

The committees have also supported
more than a doubling of covert actions
in recent years. The sources said the
number of actions rose from about a
dozen or so small-scale ones at the end
of the Carter Administration to some
40-odd today, many of which are de-
scribed by officials as major undertak-
ings.

~ The generally supportive relation-
, ship has been obsrured in recent years
by mutual recriminations between the

legislative and executive branches
; over unauthorized disclosures to the;

press, by personality clashes, and by
sharp conflicts about a handful of cov-

only about five such actions: in Af-
, Angola, Nicaragua, Cambo-

~ ghanistan
dia and northeast Africa. In bydgetary.

terms, this amounts to about $500 mil-
lion out of a $25 billion total. But ¥ num-
ber of legislators and some C.1.A. offi-
cials maintain that few programs
are taking up too much of the time and
energies of Administration leaders and
top intelligence officials, thereby seri-
intel ties.
e Ty

.on means rather than ends: Members

of the mﬂna-. for m:yluvo
questioned million por-
tion of the $100 million covert aid pack-

i o St el

g the philoeophy and gouls that tn.
si?)?re President Ilyum%m of
containing or even overthrowing Com-
munist-backed regimes and promoting
democracy in the developing world by
covert means as well as overt assist-

As Senator Dave Durenberger, the
Minnesotg Repubi
Senate Select Committee on Intelli-
gence, put it, “For at least a genera-
tion, we're in for a series of smaller
conflicts that shape our national se-

curity policy.*’ The problem, as he sees
It, is that “in some way the American

public is to be involved in that
without how it’s being in-
voived.** , C
Mr. Durenberger and most of the
other committes members

intelligence
interviewed said they feit extremely
uncomfortable using the committees’
secret sessions as a forum to debate
broad foreign policy issues that could
lead to war.

By all accounts, the committees have
rarely been able to stop those few cov-
ert programs that the members
thought unwise or dangerous.

One plan aborted after objections on
the committee involved an Administra-
tion proposal several years ago to
mount a paramilitary action against a
small isiand country. This Pm;ud
just elected a leader who to
rename a central square in his capital:
in honor of Col. Muammar el-Qaddaft, |
the Libyan leader. '
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Another was thwarted in the early

1960’s. The C.1.A. reported that Cuban
squads had entered a Central Amer-

gm it.” The

unched a paramili response, but
legislators were ableutzy on offi-
ciails to wait and see taking fur-
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tions.
“I recall when we came to classfied
, we would all look over at
. ’ chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, and he
would say, ‘I have discussed this mat-
ter with the appropriate officials and

have found everything
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~ He said he wished he never knew
about some things he was told. “‘How
womdé‘muhtokmwavery.very
high official of a certain government
was on our payroll?” he asked as a
rhetorical

example.
FromHustifity  ~™ °
To Cooperation

The new committees moved rapidly |

to establish a relationship of trust with -

the C.I.A. - and other intelligence de-
partments. By the late 1970’s, they

to 3
cording to Mr. Inouye, after an initial
period of distrust that lasted more than

in addition to formal appearances
y top officials.

Mr. Moynihan saw this as & natural
development. ‘‘Anyone who has fol-
lowed American Government knows
that an activity that wishes to prosper
in the executive branch gets itself a

r of committees to look after it in the
lative branch,’”” he said. -
¢ in the executive branch under-

. stood this full well. ‘I was looking for

an advocate because we had no one
beating the bushes up on the Hill for
us,” Mr. McMahon told a Congres-
sional committee. ‘‘We were left with-
out a father, s0 to speak, and 1 wanted
an oversight committee much like the
Joint Atomic Energy Committee, so .
that someone up on the Hill who under- |
stood and appreciated us could carry :
our m to the rest of Congress.'*
Mr. Inouye, among others, was con-
cerned that cooperation would go too
far. For this reason, he said, he pro-
that the committee chairman
serve only for two years of a committee
member’s eight-year term. This be-
came the rule, Mr. Inouye said, “‘to get
out before you got too intimate and too
- close.” :
| The workload of the committees was
" substantial. They had to oversee the
i and activities of the C.1.A.; the
. National Security Agency, which deals
; with communications; the intelligence
' operations of the Federal Bureau of In-
| vestigation; the Defense Intelligence
' Agency, which is part of the Pentagon,
and the National Reconnaissance Or.
ganization, which carries out satellite

spying within the Air Force.

To keep track of these enterprises re-
quired expertise. The committees
sought this in the quickest possible
way, namely by hiring people who had
worked in the agencies. According to
legislative sources, 10 of the 14 profes-
sional staff members of the House com-
mittee have worked previously for one
of the intelligence agencies. The
present Senate staff director, Bernard
F. McMahon, and his House counter-
part, Thomas K. Latimer, both served
in the C.LA.

| [
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The role of the committees’ staffs
looms large, because only about one-
third of the committee members gen-
erally come to meetings and take an
active part in proceedings, according
to the members. But by all accounts,
the staff reflects the general attitude of
the members.

William S. Cohen, Republican of

of the Senate committee, spoke for

Congressional-executive relations:
“We’re not looking at each other as en-
emies. We're on the same side, but we
still maintain some-degree of distance
and skepticism about certain pro-
lgrams. Mthewfel can .:3 to our col-

‘ oo oor we can say
iv:&d at thislmedget. As a resuit
of that kind of approach, the intelli-
gence agencies have done very well in
their funding requests.”

As Mr. Cohen and others pointed out,
the problems between the branches
have rarely been about budget and pro-
gnm.s. They have mainly centered on

isclosures to the press and matters of
procedure.

Communication
Of Secrets

material has long been an irritant in

Congress blame officials in the Admin-

vance particular policies, while critics
within the Administration accuse the
lawmakers of doing the same.

The feuding burst into the public
view several months ago when William
J. Casey, the Director of Centra! Intel-
ligence, released a stinging letter to
Mr. Durenberger. That dispute has
since largely subsided, but the relation-

C.I.A. remains testy.

ministration should notify the comunut-
tees about a covert operation. By law,
the President is required to give the
i committees ‘‘prior notice’’ of covert

fails to do so, he has to inform them *“‘in
a timely fashion."’

Senator Patrick J. Leahy, Democrat
of Vermont, who is the current vice
chairman of the Senate panel, ex-
pressed the prevaiing view on the com-
mittees. “I think we are often informed
in a timely fashion and often kept in-
formed as we go along, but not al-
ways,’" he said. In any event, legisla-
tive sources said, it is difficuit for the
committees to try to change this proce-
dure. \
Another problem raised by the legis-
lators, who spoke on condition they not
be identified, concerned escalations or
changes in covert actions about which
they were previously notified. Legisla-
tors said and officials acknowledged
that the Administration has typically

Maine, who is to be the next chairman

ship between Mr. Durenberger and the |

most of his colleagues when he said of]

Unauthorized disclosure of classified .

the relationship between Congress and :
the intelligence agencies. Members of |

istration for using the disclosures to ad- .

An equally painful point of conflict '
between the branches has been over
when and to what level of detail the Ad- '

actions. If for extraordinary reasons he

-avoided calling attention to the
changes on the ground that they were
not significant. After a number of
spats, it is now agreed that any change
in the nature of a covert action is signif-

‘ iclant if it requires Presidential approv-
a .

The committees do not have the
power to disapprove covert actions.
The President simply notifies the com-
mittees and dips into an existing con-
tingency fund. If Congress wants to dis-
approve, it must pass specific legisla-
tion to that effect, and in the case of the

' program to aid the Angolan rebels, the

!:'ouse committee has moved to do just
that.

The view expressed by a number of
legislators was that the C.I.A.’s brief-
ers often did not provide much detail
about operation$. ‘‘Only if you ask pre-

-cisely the right question will they give
you precisely the right information,’’
one committee member said. ‘‘And
even though we're given things like

. places, dates, money and the like, Ad-
ministration goals are often vague and
usually evolve.” - =

Paramilitary Operations
And Reagan’s Doctrine

Covert actions range from planting
an article in a foreign newspaper to
provision of military equipment and
on-the-spot training. According to
legislative and . Administration
sources, the committees have backed

the expansion of these activities with.

few exceptions.

The sources said the committees had
been particularly helpful in recent
years in providing the money and
impetus to hire more agents at the
C.ILA. and other agencies. A good
many of these new agents have become
involved in the management of clan-
destine paramilitary operations in
such places as'Nicaragua. There rebels
known as contras are backed by the
United States.

“It takes a lot of people to manage
15,000 contras, 25,000 or more Angolan
rebels, some 200,000 or so Mujahedeen
in Afghanistan, and odds and ends
around the globe,” a committee mem-
ber said. :

In Afghanistan, the C.I.A. was re-
sponsible for a $250 million program
for delivering a variety of supplies ind
arms to the rebels through the Paki-
stani Government. The difficulties of
managing this became so prodigious,
according to a range of sources, that
Juhn McMahon, Mr. Casey's deputy
.until a year ago, began to raise serious
" questions. Those questions were drawn
. to the attention of a number of commit-

tee members and other legislators who
strongly backed the program, and they
forced Mr. McMahon from office, the
isources said. e
There have been similar questions
raised about managing the Nicaraguan
rebels. Recent regorts have alleged
that their leaders are involved in drug
trafficking and money laundering and
have failed to supply their own troops.
But the drain on C.1.A. manpower
and the testing of management skills is
only one of the problems between the
branches. Committee members like

Mr. -Durenberger are expressing in.

creasing concern that the committees

wuntinged
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are getting, into basic foreign policy
issues, going well beyond discussion of
technical operations. ‘‘My view has al-
ways been that either you want these
questions moved over to the Foreign
Relations Committees, or if it's going
to stay in the intelligence committees,
we’ve got to see the Secretary of State
and we have to see-the policy in its
larger context,”” Mr. Durenberger
said, and most of his culleagues
agréed. .

These and other committee mem-
bers past and present found themselves
torn. On the one hand, many of them
support aid for non-Communist rebeis
and recognize the advantages of covert
actions. On the other hand, many of the
same legislators said they feared that
the operations and the doctrine that lies
behind them are moving the United
States toward risks of direct military
involvement and into diplomatic quag-
mires. Thus, they want more public
scrutiny. 2

Essentially, the committees have
tried to walk the line between these
considerations by limifng operations
that they consider questionable rather
than killing'themn. But as the fighting
heats up in places such as
America, Angola and Af|
many committee members expect to
1evisit the isspes. .
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